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Abstract
Services in the form of business services or IT-enabled (Web) Services have become a corporate asset of high
interest in striving towards the agile organisation. However, while the design and management of a single service
is widely studied and well understood, little is known about how a set of services can be managed. This gap
motivated this paper, in which we explore the concept of Service Portfolio Management. In particular, we
propose a Service Portfolio Management Framework that explicates service portfolio goals, tasks, governance
issues, methods and enablers. The Service Portfolio Management Framework is based upon a thorough analysis
and consolidation of existing, well-established portfolio management approaches. From an academic point of
view, the Service Portfolio Management Framework can be positioned as an extension of portfolio management
conceptualisations in the area of service management. Based on the framework, possible directions for future
research are provided. From a practical point of view, the Service Portfolio Management Framework provides
an organisation with a novel approach to managing its emerging service portfolios.
Keywords
Service, Service-orientation, Service Portfolio Management, Business/IT alignment

INTRODUCTION
The explicit management of services in organisations is required as services have become focal units for the
cost-effective creation of customer value and innovation. Service-orientation can be regarded as a holistic
paradigm for organisations (Schroth 2007) and inter-organisational networks (Sanz et al. 2006). On a business
level, these services are driven by service strategies (Groenroos 2007) and service-oriented business models,
which impacts organisational structures and individuals. On a technical level, services are implemented as
encapsulations of autonomous, valuable software capabilities (Krafzig et al. 2006). Moreover, because of this
close relation between business and technology, the service paradigm becomes both a driver and enabler of the
widely postulated business/IT alignment (Avison et al. 2004; Erl 2007).
When organisations move towards service-orientation, they start to struggle with the task of managing an ever
growing number and diverse set of services. Managing these services in isolation can create suboptimal or
conflicting decisions and solutions since dependencies between services have to be taken into account. In this
paper, we explore Service Portfolio Management (SPM) as a systematic approach to the management of services
from a holistic perspective. We define SPM as a dynamic decision-making process that is dedicated to the
continuous, strategically aligned revision of service portfolios. So far, SPM has received little attention in the
traditional domain of Service Management, such as Service Marketing (Lovelock and Wirtz 2007) and Service
Operations (Johnston 2005). SPM is increasingly addressed in Information Technology literature, both in
relation to managing the IT function, as IT Service Management (for example Iqbal and Nieves 2007; Peppard
2003), and in relation to Service-Oriented Architectures. However, these approaches were largely developed in
isolation, build only to a limited extent on existing portfolio management literature and often have a particular IT
bias.
The main objective of this paper is the development of a Service Portfolio Management Framework (SPMF)
based on existing, well-established theoretical concepts and empirical findings from combining the academic
body of knowledge on services and portfolios. The framework presented in this paper represents a first version
of a design artefact that will be applied in a real-world context to evaluate its utility in further research. We
position our research within the field of Design Science Research (Hevner et al. 2004).The contribution of this
work is twofold. Firstly, we show how service portfolio management can be positioned in relation to other
portfolio management approaches and extend existing concepts. Secondly, the proposed service portfolio
management framework provides structure and guidance to an organisation for the task of managing its service
portfolio.
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The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. We set off by elaborating on the underlying concepts of
services before we explain the emerging, holistic view on service-orientation. Having explicated our notion of
services, we provide a review of traditional portfolio management concepts as the basis for a subsequent
discussion about objectives and tasks to be ascribed to service portfolio management. The paper will conclude
with a summary and directions for further research.

SERVICES AND SERVICE-ORIENATATION
The Concept of Services
Although the prominence of service is almost undisputed, there is a lack of shared understanding what is meant
with service and whether or not traditional conceptualisations are still valid for the many new IT-intensive
services. There is no standardised definition of a service (Baida et al. 2004). While descriptive definitions are
relatively straight forward, e.g. ‘the work performed by one that serves’ (Merriam-Webster 2009), different
theoretical definitions are often discipline-specific and stipulative. In Service Marketing, a relatively old service
discipline, most scholars stress the process nature of services and/or the benefit or value to the customer
(Edvardsson et al. 2005). More recently, the service concept has also become popular in Computer Science,
mostly as software services or Web services (W3C 2004). Here, service has a strong technical meaning
emphasising the advantages of autonomous software capabilities in an attempt to build more flexible IT
landscapes (Krafzig et al. 2006). This technical perspective has been extended towards the organisational
domain and resulted in an explicit distinction between business services and software services. Sanz et al.
(2006), for example, describe a business service as the outcome of a “chunk of operation” of an organisation. In
this paper, we use the term business service to refer to an autonomous transformational capability that is offered
to and consumed by external or internal customers for their benefit. In our definition, the prefix ‘business’
stresses that such a service provides customer value and needs to be managed as a corporate asset.
The dynamic existence of a service can be described by a service lifecycle providing structure in terms of
relevant phases and activities to guide the development, operation and retirement of the service. Multiple
(software) service lifecycle models can be found in literature that are much aligned with traditional lifecycles for
software development (Erl 2005). Similarly, different lifecycle models can be identified for business services,
outlining the different stages in the existence of a business service (Bullinger et al. 2003). (Kohlborn et al. 2009)
propose an integrated service lifecycle that can be used for both business and software services and comprises
the phases service analysis, service design, service implementation, service publishing, service operation and
service retirement. Moreover, from a business perspective, the marketing & sales of a service, in particular its
commercialisation, and the sourcing of a service (e.g. make-or-buy, supplier selection) need to be taken into
account as well.
SPM as an enterprise-wide and integrative management approach needs to address different types of services,
services at different levels of granularity and services in different bundles. Different types will include business
as well as software services. This reflects that business and software services are typically interrelated and
dependent on each other and, therefore, need to be aligned. Making decisions about either one of these service
types only would neglect these dependencies and the overall impact of the decisions associated with SPM.
Services can also be of different levels of granularity. A business service can typically be positioned on a higher
granularity level than software services with regard to the amount of business functionality it encapsulates. In
addition, two or more services can be bundled in a package that can be offered to potential consumers.
The Emergence of Service-orientation
The idea of service as a “chunk of operation” can be applied to organisational arrangements. This results in the
emergence of service-orientation as a principle for designing and managing inter- and intra-organisational
service networks. These ideas align very well with the argumentation that organisations need to focus on their
core competencies (Hagel III and Singer 1999).
Companies that concentrate on core competencies are highly specialised, they need to collaborate with external
partners to deliver a complete product or service to the end user. The resulting inter-organisational business
networks can have different degrees of openness in regard to entry opportunities. Apple’s App Store, which
provides thousands of different applications that can be utilised by IPhone users all over the world, can be
regarded as a rather open ecosystem. Individual developers and organisations can offer their applications in this
store, once they have been approved by Apple in terms of quality and adequacy. Contrarily, relatively closed
networks can be found in the public or government sector, where business partners are typically selected based
on compliance with existing legislation, policies and strategies for long-term relationships.
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Service-orientation entails that an organisational entity’s capabilities are exposed as standardised endpoints
within the network (Sanz et al. 2006). Service-orientation on the business level enables organisations to expose
and offer operations as business services to business partners in order to facilitate on-demand collaboration
opportunities. Furthermore, the concept of service-orientation can be applied to derive business services that are
only offered internally to an organisation, so that business units or other organisational entities can access and
consume these services. Since the operations of an organisation can be analysed on different granularity levels,
business services can represent these operations on different levels as well. Hereby, they are aligned with the
capabilities of the organisation in order to reflect the actual operations of the company (Sehmi and Schwegler
2006). Especially in the public sector, the emergence of Shared Service Centres can be observed. Shared Service
Centres provide central, standardised services to other agencies or departments that can be utilised on-demand
(Janssen and Wagenaar 2004).
Due to the emergence of ecosystems, business and software services from various partners within the
ecosystems can potentially be utilised on demand to be embedded in an organisation’s own business processes.
This composition of different services can only be accomplished if the services are governed in accordance with
existing policies and standards. Thus, governance of services for each of the network participants is an emerging
issue that needs to be addressed appropriately (Papazoglou et al. 2007). This applies not only to the service
individually, it also need a portfolio perspective.
With this overview on service and service-orientation, we discussed the first requirements and concepts for SPM
based on service literature. In the next section we will continue this discussion by addressing the portfolio
literature.

A REVIEW OF PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT
History of Portfolio Management
The concept of portfolio management has been introduced by Nobel Laureate Markowitz (1952). In his seminal
work, he proved that diversification of an investment portfolio is preferable to a homogenous portfolio based on
the dimensions risk and return. These concepts have led to the development of the Modern Portfolio Theory
(MPT) (Elton et al. 2007). Initially, the concepts described by Markowitz (1952) have been applied in the
financial domain to reason about the profitability of investment portfolios. However, over the years, portfolio
management has been applied for the management of business objects such as business units, products,
relationships, projects, or IT applications (Cooper et al. 2001; Jeffery and Leliveld 2004; Johnson and Selnes
2004; Luehrman 1998; Olsen and Ellram 1997). Nevertheless, the underlying concepts of MPT cannot be
directly applied to other domains, due to the following reasons (Leliveld and Jeffrey 2003):
•

Business decisions that can be supported by portfolio management concepts have to consider more than
just financial data, which are the primary focus of MPT.

•

According to MPT, in the worst case scenario, one can lose the initial investment if the risk is very high.
Decisions made upon business portfolio management approaches, however, may have severe
implications for other areas of the business due to interrelationships between different elements.

•

Financial assets, as focussed on by MPT, are mostly interchangeable. This fact does not necessarily hold
true for all units of analysis of other business portfolio management approaches.

•

Since portfolios in the context of MPT typically consist of liquid, securitised assets, they can be easily
traded, which might not necessarily be the case for the objects in other business portfolios.

The concepts underlying MPT need to be adapted to the specific application context. This has also been noted by
Devinney et al. (1985) as they criticised the article by Cardozo and Smith (1983), who applied the concept of
financial portfolio theory to product investments. On the other hand, from an abstract perspective all these
portfolio management approaches deal with similar objectives and problems. Therefore, while SPM should be
treated as an approach in its own right, existing approaches addressing other business objects should be studied
carefully because they can provide a good starting-point. In recent literature, a multitude of different portfolio
approaches can be identified that seem very relevant for SPM, in particular with respect to managing investments
in projects, new products and IT. For example, project portfolio management approaches typically define certain
guidelines, processes and measures to guide the decision-making for a collection of projects or options
(Luehrman 1998).
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Goals of Portfolio Management
Cooper et al. (2001) define three generic goals of portfolio management for new products based on empirical
findings:
•

Maximisation of value: The first goal of portfolio management relates to the value maximisation against
one or more business objectives, such as increasing the return on investment or the shareholder value.

•

Balance: In order to manage the overall risk of the portfolio, balancing is most important. Originally
(MPT), balancing related to choosing a couple of assets with appropriate risk/return ratios. However,
other dimensions (e.g. diversified customer base) can be appropriate based on the business and
application context.

•

Strategic Alignment: The alignment of the portfolio with the strategy is fundamental to achieving the
objectives and balance explicated by the strategy.

The benefits for an organisation include regaining control, aligning portfolios with strategy and making smart
decisions regarding identified objectives (Jeffery and Leliveld 2004). Although the benefits sound promising and
beneficial for an organisation, empirical studies show that portfolio management is rarely used in practice (Jeffery
and Leliveld 2004).
Portfolio Management Models
Business portfolio management models are used to achieve the goals detailed in the previous section. R. G.
Cooper, Edgett, and Kleinschmidt (2001) define portfolio models as follows:
“These are the specific models or tools used to select projects or review the portfolio. They include scoring
models, bubble diagrams and maps, charts, financial models, and strategic approaches.”
As it can be suspected by this definition, a multitude of methods can be used for portfolio management. Hence,
more than 100 different models are discussed in literature as stated by Archer and Ghasemzadeh (1999). Cooper
et al. (2001) propose seven different categories that can be used to cluster these models. These seven categories
are introduced in the following list to illustrate the diversification:
•

Financial or Economic Models: The models in this category are similar to models that can be used for
conventional financial investment decisions. Computation approaches and methods can be used (e.g.
break even analysis, discounted cash flow, etc.) as well as financial ratios (e.g. Productivity Index).
Thus, these models rely on available, reliable financial data, which might not always be the case in
organisations (Cooper et al. 2001).

•

Scoring Models and Checklists: Unlike the models described previously, scoring models and checklists
typically rely on subjective assessments of variables instead of factual financial data. Hence, domain
knowledge is required to assess the portfolio on a variety of these characteristics, which can be very
useful and efficient in the early phases of portfolio analysis (Cooper et al. 2001).

•

Probabilistic Financial Models: These models rely on facts again similar to the models in the first
category. However, these models, to which belong, among others, Monte Carlo simulation, decision
tree analysis and options pricing theory, include the notion of uncertainty and risk (Cooper et al. 2001).

•

Behavioural Approaches: These models comprised by this category can be utilised to achieve a
consensus amongst a group of participants. This category includes models such as the Modified Delphi
Method, for example (Cooper et al. 2001).

•

Mathematical Optimisation Procedures: These models aim at finding the optimal set of portfolio
elements in order to maximise a certain objective (e.g. profit), which is subject to a set of resource
constraints. They contain diverse mathematical approaches based on game theory, probability theory
and mathematical programming (Cooper et al. 2001).

•

Decision Support Systems: Mathematical Optimisation Procedures do not allow the decision maker to
get involved during the process of finding a solution. Decision Support Systems try to be more flexible
in this regard. “A DSS is essentially a mathematical model that allows management intervention”
(Cooper et al. 2001).

•

Mapping Approaches: This category comprises models that consider certain performance indicators
simultaneously in order to visualise the current status of the portfolio. Hereby, a matrix or plot can be
created. The approach developed by the Boston Consulting Group (BCG) is probably the most popular
one (Henderson 2006). Parkhe (1991) further distinguished between standardised and customised
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mapping approaches. The BCG matrix is an example of a standardised approach. The models in this
subcategory compare one or more fixed internal variables against one or more fixed external variables
(Avlonitis and Papastathopoulou 2006). Contrarily, customised approaches are flexible in the choice of
variables used to create the matrix or plot..
All the aforementioned approaches rely on specific data as an input to deliver information, which can be utilised
to make portfolio decisions. However, in practice the availability and quality of the data used by most
approaches lead to output information that is not concise. Furthermore, no guidance is provided on how to make
the actual decision and how to define the right balance. Thus, R. G. Cooper et al. (2001) state that it is
conceptually easier to select an approach than in practice . They conclude further that "of the three goals, no one
goal seems to dominate; moreover, no one portfolio approach appears to be capable of delivering on all three
goals." Consequently, portfolio management needs to consider different models to address the goals of portfolio
management to achieve adequate results.
Towards Service Portfolio Management
Alongside with the realisation that service-orientation will result in a greater prominence of services as
management topic, the need for managing an ever increasing set of services yielded first publications on SPM.
Randy Heffner, Vice President of Forrester Research, even declared SPM as the most important aspect of the
overall service lifecycle next to service consumption and service creation (Seeley 2008). However, up to now the
concept of SPM is scarcely found in the academic body of knowledge and mainly focuses on IT services. A
promising approach to further describing the area of SPM has been published by Janssen and Feenstra (2006).
However, as the authors only address software services, their conclusions are of limited applicability to our
attempt at understanding SPM from a business perspective. SPM is also explicitly described by IT Service
Management, for example by Peppard (2003) or as part of service strategy in the ITIL v3 framework (Iqbal and
Nieves 2007). The authors of the ITIL framework stress that the scope of SPM comprises business as well as
software services, but limit its application to the IT function and focus primarily on investment decisions
utilising the concept of the option space (Luehrman 1998). Also, information can be found about methods for
measuring the performance of a service portfolio (vom Brocke and Lindner 2004). In their contribution, the
authors aim at inductively describing the scope of SPM by focussing on the actual measurement of portfolio
performance.

DEVELOPING A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR SERVICE PORTFOLIO
MANAGEMENT
SPM has been defined as a dynamic decision-making process at the organisational level where the service
portfolio is continually revised in order to meet business objectives. The conceptual SPM framework is
visualised in Figure 2 and is based on the previous concepts of services, service-orientation and portfolio
management. The core of the framework represents the service portfolio, which shows a set of internal and
external services and their dependencies. From a technical perspective, we added service description and
categorisation as enablers of SPM. Based on the work of Cooper et al. (2001), we included service portfolio
goals and methods. The tasks are based on the conceptualisation of services and service-orientation as presented
earlier in this paper.
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Figure 2: The Service Portfolio Management Framework
The introduction, improvement and retirement tasks of SPM are inspired by the service lifecycle (Kohlborn et al.
2009). In addition, we have the bundling, sourcing and commercialisation tasks. Finally, service governance
addresses the roles and responsibilities required for SPM decision-making.
The Service Portfolio
At the core of the Service Portfolio Management Framework (SPMF) are the set of services and their
dependencies. This set of services comprises internal and external services, existing and planned services, and
business and software services. Depending on the ambition and scope of a specific goal and task, a particular
subset of services may be the focal point for a portfolio analysis. Moreover, a service portfolio also includes
services that are not yet developed, but only exist as service ideas (Janssen and Feenstra 2006). We can relate
SPM to (New) Product Portfolio Management (for example Cooper et al. 2001), as the status of the services
(existing/planned) corresponds in this regard to the unit of analysis of (New) Product Portfolio Management,
namely (existing/planned) products. Dependencies between services and different granularity levels of services
need to be taken into account. Such dependencies can exist on the same granularity level (e.g. only business
services on a high-level of abstraction) as well as on different granularity levels (e.g. a business service and
supporting software services). A distinguishing characteristic of SPM is the scope of relevant units of analysis.
An organisation has to focus on existing and planned services on different granularity levels including multiple
dependencies within the internal environment of the organisation (inner circle in Figure 2) as well as on the
external environment (outer circle in Figure 2). These propositions can be supported by analysing the relevant
tasks associated with SPM.
The Enablers
We envision that there are two major enablers for SPM if the goal is to manage a service portfolio in a
systematic way and the portfolio comprises a large number of services. Firstly, there is a need for structured
service descriptions. Based on the various elements of a service description, different dimensions or criteria can
be derived that can be utilised by the different portfolio methods. For example, a service description may include
an element for specifying the availability of a service. This description element can be used as one dimension in
mapping approaches to support decision making about what services can potentially be bundled at the same
time. Different approaches exist that aim at providing a service description language (for example Nayak et al.
2006). Secondly, categories must be developed to cater for the different service types and classes. Services need
to be sufficiently described by certain attributes, ideally codified in a database, that can be used to analyse and
compare services based on certain dimensions (Janssen and Feenstra 2006). These attributes can be regarded as
different dimensions commonly utilised by mapping approaches.
Depending on the scope, a service portfolio can have different categories:
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•

service ownership and market: e.g. self-provided services (for internal consumption only vs. for external
consumption as well) vs. services from customers, partners and suppliers

•

service existence: e.g., service ideas vs. existing services

•

service type: e.g., business vs. software services

•

granularity levels of services and dependencies: e.g. process software services vs. utility software services.

The Goals
Based on the work of Cooper et al. (2001) on new product portfolio management, we propose that there are
three basic goals for SPM. Thus, a service portfolio should be strategically aligned, balanced and maximise
value. Balance and value maximisation are closely tied to strategic alignment: value can only be maximised if
the objectives are clearly stated. Similarly, the strategy explicates the ideal balance of the portfolio (how much
risk is acceptable, for example). Therefore, the definition of the strategy and the alignment of the portfolio are
crucial (Cooper et al. 2001).
As regards strategic alignment, portfolio decision-making should reflect critical strategic choices with respect to,
for example, cooperational excellence, product leadership, and customer intimacy (Treacly and Wiersema,
1993). We envision two possible ways to address the strategic alignment of the service portfolio. Firstly, the
strategic alignment of services can be assessed directly. This may in general only be feasible for higher level
business services. Secondly, the strategic alignment of services can be assessed via the business processes they
support. This may be more suitable for lower level business services and software services. Strategic alignment
will also need to address the problem of business/IT alignment with respect to business and software services. In
general, it is expected that the service paradigm makes it easier to close the gap between business and IT (Erl
2007).
The Tasks
We identified six major tasks associated with SPM as visualised in Figure 2. A service portfolio should support
the decision-making process in regard to managing the service lifecycle (Kohlborn et al. 2009): the introduction
of new services, the improvement or change of existing services, and the retirement of existing services. In
addition, it should also support business decisions geared towards the bundling of multiple services into one
package, the commercialisation of services and the sourcing of services. The major premise of portfolio
management is that these decisions are made taking the dependencies between services into account.
The introduction, improvement and retirement tasks are very much aligned with the tasks of SPM postulated by
Janssen and Feenstra (2006). The authors based the following definition of a service portfolio on the results of
interviews they conducted as part of a industry case study: a “service portfolio is a management instrument
guiding decision making about the development, reuse, execution, maintenance and evaluation of services”.
The introduction of a new service requires analysing how the new service impacts the other services of the
portfolio and where dependencies between the new and already existing services can be established to leverage
economies of scale. Once a service has been introduced to the portfolio, it might need to be improved or changed
during the course of its lifetime in the service portfolio, which requires service maintenance. Improving services
includes conducting a feasibility analysis, which involves a market analysis as well as the analysis of
dependencies between services and from service consumers on the services at hand. Furthermore, if services are
part of a service bundle, changes to the structure and/or content of one service out of the bundle might result in a
bundle that is no longer operational. The need to change services can be triggered from internal or external
service consumers sending feedback based on their service consumption (Janssen and Feenstra 2006). Service
retirement is another activity that needs to be covered by SPM. Similar considerations as in the case of service
maintenance need to be made regarding dependencies between services and from consumers. The service has
reached the end of its economic or technical competitiveness and will have to be taken out of the service
portfolio on at least one side (provider or consumer). Related to this task will be contractual activities and
succession planning (What new service can replace the retiring service, if required?). The service provider will
have to make sure that the active service user base is appropriately notified and that implications of the service
retirement are carefully evaluated (e.g., the service might be a critical component in a service bundle). Once a
service has been introduced to the portfolio, bundling might become an important decision for most
organisations. Service bundling deals with the challenge of identifying services that can (and should) be
packaged together. A possible approach would be the generation of ‘could-be service bundles’ based on
matching service properties (e.g., consider bundling services that are provided to the same customer group or at
the same location) in order to generate a solution space of potential service bundles. These so generated
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candidates for new service bundles need to be assessed from multiple dimensions (economic, risk, technical,
etc.) so that the viable candidates for relevant service bundles can be derived.
Taking into account the extended service lifecycle, sourcing and commercialisation need to be addressed by
SPM as well. First, the sourcing of services needs to be considered. Service sourcing refers to decision-making
about whether a service should be provided by the organisation itself or purchased from an external service
provider and comprises outsourcing and insourcing decisions. Service commercialisation pertains to decisionmaking about offering internal services to external actors or the reversal of this decision. Service
commercialisation (as well as sourcing) refers to portfolio decisions in relation to external customers and
suppliers.
The Methods
The tasks related to SPM can be supported by existing portfolio models or methods. We utilise the different
methods described previously by Cooper et al. (2001) as the basis for the relevant methods for SPM. As Cooper
et al. (2001) pointed out, the selection of the approaches will depend on the goals that are targeted. We may add
to that that also the service categories (e.g. planned or existing service) and the kind of portfolio task may
influence the choice of method or mix of methods. Special attention should be paid to the existing dependencies
between services in the internal and external environment. Especially, it has to be kept in mind that data about
external services might not be available for analysis. Thus, certain methods may not have the mandatory input to
provide meaningful information about certain decisions. For example, if external services are analysed to
complement an organisation’s portfolio, relevant data might just not be openly available. Furthermore, it should
be noted that utilising the underlying concepts of one single method or portfolio model might not be sufficient to
satisfy the goals of SPM.
Governance
Complementary with the establishment of SPM as a management approach, signs of the emerging new role of a
Service Portfolio Manager can be observed. We envisage that a major problem in service organisations will be
the allocation of authority and responsibility for holistic portfolio decisions as opposed to the individual
decisions about specific services. Decision-making authority and responsibility that may have to be allocated to
a portfolio manager include, amongst others, the introduction of new services, the change or retirement of
existing services and the bundling of services to offer service bundles to potential consumers. Moreover, because
service portfolio decisions can impact every aspect of the organisation, it is required to be explicit about the
responsibilities and involvement of different management layers and functional areas (e.g. marketing,
operations, IT, purchasing, etc.). For these reasons, service governance was included in the proposed SPM
framework as an important component.

CONCLUSION
In this paper, we have argued that the ongoing dissemination of the service-based view in organisations and the
resulting increasing amount of business and technical services organisations will have to deal with necessitate
Service Portfolio Management (SPM) as a new, dedicated management approach that integrates ideas related to
service-orientation with concepts related to portfolio management. We have developed and proposed a
conceptual framework for SPM that draws on related work in the area of Portfolio Management and comprises
the actual service portfolio as the central concept, surrounded by framework components that refer to the goals,
governance, tasks, methods and enablers of SPM.
Based on the characterisations and explanations of SPM in this paper, multiple directions for further research
have been identified. Firstly, SPM needs to be embedded into an overall framework that aligns SPM with
complementary management approaches, such as Service Strategy Management, Service Quality Management,
etc. Such a framework will support an organisation in identifying interdependencies between multiple
management approaches and provide guidance in the adaption of service-oriented concepts. Secondly, the
different activities associated with each task are not sufficiently investigated. For example, questions like “What
are the different steps that need to be performed in order to derive meaningful service bundles?” or “What are
the different activities that need to be executed when a service needs to be retired” will need to be answered.
Decision-support for these tasks is important for an organisation to make informed decision about the
implications of their actions. Thirdly, it should be investigated in how far SPM can be tool-supported in order to
increase the efficiency and reliability of the different tasks. Finally, a structured, unified service description
language needs to be developed that serves as a core enabler for SPM.
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